UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 03-4614

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Plaintiff - Appell ee,

vVer sus

SHAWN CHRI STOPHER FERGUSON,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Florence. C. Weston Houck, Senior District
Judge. (CR-02-1279)

Submtted: July 29, 2004 Deci ded: August 3, 2004

Before LUTTIG M CHAEL, and DUNCAN, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

Henry M Anderson, Jr., ANDERSON LAWFIRM P.A., Florence, South
Carolina, for Appellant. James Strom Thurnmond, Jr., United States
Attorney, Colunbia, South Carolina; Rose Mary Parham Assi stant
United States Attorney, Florence, South Carolina, for Appellee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Shawn Chri st opher Ferguson pled guilty to being a felon
in possession of a firearm in violation of 18 U S. C § 922(9)
(2000), and was sentenced as an arned career crimnal to 180 nont hs
i nprisonnment. Ferguson’s attorney has filed a brief in accordance

with Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), raising one issue,

but stating that he finds no neritorious grounds for appeal.
Al t hough informed of his right to file a pro se suppl enental brief,
Ferguson has not done so.

Counsel questions whether the magistrate judge properly
conplied with the requirenents of Fed. R Cim P. 11 when
accepting Ferguson’s guilty plea. Because Ferguson failed to object
or nove to withdraw his guilty plea, this court reviews his plea

hearing for plain error. United States v. Martinez, 277 F.3d 517,

524-27 (4th Cr.), cert. denied, 537 U S. 899 (2002). We have

reviewed the plea proceedings and conclude that the nmgistrate
j udge thoroughly conplied with the requirenents of Rule 11

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record in this case and have found no neritorious issues for
appeal. Therefore, we affirm Ferguson’s conviction and sentence.
This court requires that counsel informhis client, in witing, of
his right to petition the Suprene Court of the United States for
further review. If the client requests that a petition be filed,

but counsel believes that such petition would be frivolous, then



counsel nmay nove in this court for leave to wthdraw from
representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof
was served on the client. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunment would not aid the
deci si onal process.
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